The purpose of the paper is to identify the volume and dynamics of FDI in the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia (V4) after their full accession to the European Union.
INTRODUCTION
In 2012, foreign direct investment (FDI) inflows decreased in all three major economic groups − developed, developing and transitional economies, though at different paces. In developed countries, FDI flows fell by 32% to 561 billion USD -a level last seen almost ten years ago (UNCTAD, 2013, p. 38) . The majority of European Union (EU) countries and the United States experienced significant drops in their FDI inflows.
Outward FDI from developed economies declined by 274 billion USD in 2012, accounting for almost the entire fall in global outward FDI (UNCTAD, 2013, p. 38) .
The Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia (hereinafter: Visegrad countries or V4 countries) are classified as developed countries; thus, it could be interesting to inquire how the complicated situation on international markets over the last couple of years influenced FDI dynamics in the V4 countries.
Inspired by Gorynia's, Nowak's & Wolniak's paper (2010) dealing with -among others -the timeframe and conditions of moving from investment development path (IDP) stage one to stage two, and then issues determining the advance towards IDP stage three 1 in respect to Central and Eastern European countries, we want to link V4 countries' membership to the European Union with the empirical study by Gorynia, Nowak & Wolniak 2 and to ask whether the V4 countries membership in the EU has led towards higher increases in FDI in these countries. Consequently, the hypothesis that the V4 countries' membership in the European Union has not resulted in higher increases in FDI is being tested here, forming the main goal of this paper.
The paper is organized as follows: after the literature review indicating the main streams of analysis of FDI to V4 countries, the method and materials used in the empirical part of the paper are presented. The results and discussion related to the positioning of V4 countries in the appropriate stages of the Net Outward Investment (NOI) path are then presented, followed by conclusions and few recommendations regarding the further development of the IDP model.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Considerable flows of FDI to V4 countries started in the early 1990s. The inflow of FDI to V4 countries over the last twenty years has been analyzed from various perspectives showing differences in the dynamics, geography and industry patterns of FDI to the countries at hand (Nowak & Steagall, 2002) .
Due to space limitations, in this short review of the literature 3 only two issues are raised. The first issue refers to the overall assessment of FDI to V4 countries. There is 1 Stages of IDP are presented in item 3 below. 2 The empirical study by Gorynia, Nowak & Wolniak ends at 2006 and thus covers only the first two years of the V4 countries' membership in the EU. The analysis presented in this paper covers eight years of the V4 countries' membership in the EU. 3 Due to the space limitations, the literature review is scaled (limited) basically to the V4 countries with just a few exceptions and covers mainly papers published after 2004. ScienceDirect (Elseviere) and EBSCO were searched using all of the keywords indicated above, plus "Ivestment Development Path". The search was limited to the period of 2004 until present and to the: abstract, title and keywords field. The selection process | 21 a wide array of literature implying a positive influence of FDI on the V4 countries' economies (Pelinescu & Radulescu, 2009; Mutascu, Hetes & Miru, 2010; Nucu, 2005; Zámborský, 2012; Onaran, 2008; Kornecki, 2008; Ambroziak, 2012) , to mention just a few.
Along with this, one may find papers presenting less unequivocal findings. Herrmann & Jochem (2005) found that the net effect of FDI on the trade balance in V4 countries was ambiguous. Onaran & Stockhammer (2008) estimated the effect of FDI and trade openness on average sectoral wages in the manufacturing industry in the V4 countries for the period 2000-2004 and utilized a cross-country sector-specific econometric analysis based on one-digit level panel data, and concluded that FDI had a positive effect on wages, but only in the short run (in the medium-run the effect of FDI turned negative). Kravtsova, in her latest empirical analysis (2014), shows that although engagement in exporting and foreign ownership is generally perceived as being beneficial to individual firms and the economy as a whole, in the case of Hungary (which is perceived as a leader in attracting FDI) the effect of such an open policy toward FDI on the Hungarian economy remains unclear. The issue of business friendly policies in theV4 countries was also addressed by Rugraff (2008) . Examining the efficiency of the V4 countries' FDI policies by evaluating the spillover effects of foreign investment, he concluded that the "TKC model" (i.e. used in Taiwan, Korea and China), built on strong state intervention in the industrial structure and in the industrial guidance of FDI, has been more efficient in terms of the creation of competitive indigenous firms than the business friendly model implemented in the V4 countries. Kravtsova's and Rugraff's findings correspond with those of Sass (2004) .
In this context, one may mention Kuti's (2005) conclusions, according to which FDI has played a substantial, though contradictory role in the modernisation of Hungary.
The second issue refers directly to IDP as a core element of this paper. Although papers and other publications on IDP are present in the literature, there are fewer sources on IDP in the V4 countries. This group consists of works by (Boudier-Bensebaa 2008; Kayam & Hisarciklilar, 2009; Durán & Úbeda, 2001; Durán & Úbeda, 2005; Narula & Guimón, 2010; Fonseca, Mendonça & Passos, 2007; Gorynia, Nowak & Wolniak ,2010; Wolniak, 2007, and -most recently -Stoian, 2013) .
Boudier-Bensebaa (2008) undertakes a comparative analysis of IDP in the whole region of Central and Eastern Europe (including V4 countries) and the European Union of the 15 old member states. She concludes that the net outward investment position (NOI) of the V4 countries places them in stages one or two of the IDP, while that of the EU countries points to stages four or five. She draws attention to the fact that data on FDI stocks and GDP does not cover all the factors affecting FDI and development. In the FDI sphere, non-equity forms of investment are omitted. As for the effect on FDI, besides GDP, elements such as EU accession, globalisation and the transformation process consisted of three stages. In the first stage, all of the 127 articles (altogether) indicated by ScienceDirect and EBSCO were looked through and those not fitting with the research topic were rejected. In the next step, each summary of all the remaining articles (98) was read. Then, based on the summary content, 72 papers were identified for in extenso reading. In the References section, only the most relevant sources are indicated.
should also be taken into account. This EU accession issue from Boudier-Bensebaa's recommendations has led us to pose the question indicated in the subtitle of this paper. Gorynia, Nowak & Wolniak (2010) elaborated on the IDP trajectories of six Central and Eastern European countries: Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Romania and Slovakia. Earlier, they did similar analysis for Poland (Gorynia, Nowak & Wolniak, 2007) . They classified the V4 countries as belonging to stage two and indicated a paradox in respect to Poland, which being the least developed among V4 countries, appeared to be closest to the point of evolution into the more advanced stage three of the IDP (Gorynia, Nowak & Wolniak, 2007, p. 14) .
Stoian (2013), analyzing outward FDI from 20 Central and Eastern European countries (including V4 countries), comes to the conclusion that IDP's main propositions remain valid and can explain the drivers of FDI outflows: they are positively associated with both GDP per capita and inward FDI. She also highlights the importance of accounting for home country institutional factors when investigating the determinants of outward FDI. Although Stoian claims that IDP still possesses its explanatory power, a vast majority of authors try to improve it (including Dunning who introduced IDP as a research tool in the early 1980s and is cited by all the above-mentioned authors). An example of such an interesting attempt is Kayam's & Hisarciklilar's (2009) proposition to use fluctuation function obtained from the general solution of an exponential function reflecting a continuous compounding process. It has extra properties that help capture the idiosyncratic shape of IDP and gives parameter estimates that facilitate the interpretation of the stage a country is at. This, in turn, seems to be a key solution to be acknowledged in the literature's ongoing problem with the adequate (i.e. precise enough) classification of a given country to a given IDP stage.
MATERIAL AND METHODS

Theoretical Framework
This paper is planned as an extension and further elaboration on Gorynia's, Nowak's & Wolniak's paper (2010) on the investment development path (IDP) trajectories of V4 countries. Consequently, Investment Development Path (IDP) theory 4 was used as a theoretical foundation.
IDP theory can be interpreted as an extended form (Kayam & Hisarciklilar, 2009 ) of the conditions for the internationalization of firms at the macro level to explain the dynamic relationship between foreign direct investment (FDI) and the level of development of a given country (Dunning cited in Narula & Guimón, 2010 ). The IDP model analyzes how patterns in FDI respond to changes in the ownership (O), location (L) and internalization (I) -advantages of firms and countries.
The ownership advantage (O) of a firm depends on its relative competitive advantage, such as patents and licenses, and on its access to raw materials and/or | 23 markets. Location advantages (L) belong to the host country and are defined as factors increasing its attractiveness for FDI such as geographical proximity, labour market specifications (for example skill base, wages) and infrastructure. The internationalization advantage (I) indicates the advantage that the firms plan to exploit themselves rather than sharing or selling to other firms through arms-length contracts (like, for example, franchising) (Kayam & Hisarciklilar, 2009, pp.63-64) . The IDP consists of five stages 5 which may be observed in most countries (Figure 1) . Along these stages, the O, I, and L advantages of a country's firms -compared to those of other economies -change, making a country evolve from the position of inward direct investor to outward direct investor.
IDP theory states that a country's net outward investment (NOI) position (measured by the difference of outward and inward foreign direct investment stocks) changes as it develops, where the level of development is measured by gross domestic product (GDP) and GDP per capita. 6 The relationship between NOI and development is illustrated in Figure 1 .
At stage one, the L advantages of the host country are assumed to be insufficient to attract FDI, and, therefore, FDI inflows are a result of natural assets. As would be expected, local (domestic) firms have not developed O advantages to be in a position to invest abroad, which results in minimal (if any) outflows. At that stage NOI is small and negative.
At stage two, outward investment remains small (or negligible), but the inflows increase as the size and purchasing power of local markets grow. Local (domestic) firms have certain O advantages, but these are still insufficient to generate more FDI outflows than inflows, which results in decreasing NOI but at a slower rate than in stage one. 5 The first version of the direct IDP proposed four phases. The fifth one was introduced in 1993 (Durán & Úbeda, 2005, p. 124) . 6 Some authors use gross national product (GNP), see Narula & Guimón (2010 
Periodisation
In order to verify the hypothesis from the pre-EU accession period, the last eight year period (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) was defined. The rationale behind this is twofold. Since the analyzed period of V4 countries as full members of the EU is eight years (2004) (2005) (2006) (2007) (2008) (2009) (2010) (2011) (2012) , it is reasonable to compare this eight year period to the last eight year period before the V4 countries' accession to the EU. Additionally, since FDI dynamics were highest during the first years of the post-communist transformation processes (due to the low base in 1990 and in 1993 in respect to the Czech Republic and Slovak Republic), such a time period was set to make the comparison between the increase of inward and outward FDI, as well as NOI, before the V4 countries' accession to the EU more justifiable.
The year 2004 is counted for both time-periods, since the V4 countries' full membership in the EU began on May 1, 2004. Tables 1-4 When comparing the increases of NOI after the V4 countries became EU member states to the period 1996-2004, one may conclude that they were smaller. The highest increase of NOI (measured as stated above) between 1996 and 2004 was recorded in Slovakia, followed by Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary (respectively: 14.55; 7.77; 6.63 and 4.27) . As can be expected, the increase of NOI per capita was the highest in Slovakia, followed by Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary (14.50; 7.82; 6.70 and 4.36 respectively) .
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
As indicated in
The comparison of NOI increases during the eight years before and after EU accession shows that the increase between 1996 and 2004 was considerably higher. This, consequently, may support the argument that eight years of membership in the European Union did not result in higher increases in FDI in the V4 countries. This goes for both inward and outward FDIs (see Tables 5 and 6 ).
Between 1996-2004, the increase of inward FDIs (measured in USD million) was the highest in Slovakia, followed by Poland, the Czech Republic and Hungary (respectively: 13.78; 7.57; 6.80 and 4.64). Between 2004-2012 , the biggest increase of inward FDI was in Poland, followed by the Czech Republic, Hungary and Slovakia (respectively: 2.66; 2.38; 2.12 and 1.98). Although one may observe diminishing increases in FDI over the whole analyzed period 1990-2012, the increase during the period 1996-2004 was considerably higher than in 2004-2012. As far as outward FDI is concerned, between 1996-2004 the highest increase was noticed in Hungary, followed by the Czech Republic, Slovakia and Poland (22.71; 7.5; 5.92 and 4.56 respectively). In the period between 2004-2012, the outward FDI increase was the highest in Poland, then in Hungary followed by Slovakia and the Czech Republic (17.17; 5.77; 4.07 and 4.03 respectively). It is worth noting the high volatility in the increase of outward FDI in Hungary and in Poland, which gives an interesting point of departure for discussion about the stages of the Investment Development Path V4 countries are currently on.
While V4 countries' membership in the EU did not result in a higher increase in FDI to these countries (both inward and outward), it should be indicated that a higher increase in GDP ( measured in USD million, current prices, current exchange rates) was observed in Slovakia and in Poland (respectively: 2.17 against 1.99 and 1.92 against 1.61). The same goes for an increase in GDP per capita: 2.15 against 1.98 for Slovakia and 1.93 against 1.62 for Poland.
In the Czech Republic and Hungary, increases in GDP after 2004 were slightly lower. In respect to the Czech Republic, it was 1.76 versus 1.72, but in Hungary it was considerably lower (2.22 versus 1.24). These tendencies in GDP were also mirrored in respect to GDP per capita.
To summarize based upon the above, one may conclude that the hypothesis has been positively verified.
CONCLUSIONS
The results -apart from showing that membership in the EU has not led to an increase in the dynamics of both inward and outward FDI to V4 countries -bring our attention to the problem of positioning the V4 countries in the five stages of NOI.
Based upon the value of NOI in Tables 1-4 , one may conclude that Hungary entered stage three of IDP in 2009. As for the Czech Republic, Poland and Slovakia, the situation is slightly ambiguous. Assuming that 2012 -as indicated earlier -was exceptionally tough for FDI, and that NOI for 2012 may be considered an exception, one may maintain that all of these three countries entered stage three of IDP in -respectively: 2010 IDP in -respectively: , 2010 IDP in -respectively: , and 2009 If the above assumptions remain valid, one may conclude that the Czech Republic, Poland and Slovakia have made progress since -according to Gorynia, Nowak & Wolniak (2010) and Boudier-Bensebaa (2008) -Hungary had been considered as reaching stage three of IDP earlier.
Consequently, these findings considerably extend those by Gorynia, Nowak & Wolniak (2010) and Boudier-Bensebaa (2008) .
There are, however, some limitations which have to be acknowledged. First and foremost, IDP should be considered in a broader context (Narula & Guimón, 2010) . For example, NOI should be confronted with the OPI index (Gorynia, Nowak & Wolniak, 2010, p. 16) . It is highly probable that a slightly different picture could emerge. An estimation of the negative influence of the global financial crisis of 2007 on FDI to V4 countries could be equally important. Second, even sharing Stoian's (2013) positive opinion about the considerable explanatory power of Dunning's IDP, one may not only repeat after Durán & Úbeda (2001) and Boudier-Bensebaa (2008) that it is necessary to redefine the fourth stage of IDP, but also to revise the criteria for classification into certain stages to avoid discrepancies in attributing particular countries to certain stages. Third, further conceptual work is needed with respect to the whole IDP model, especially concerning the various econometric models which should successfully address the idiosyncratic economic structure of these countries.
The V4 countries' membership in the European Union has not resulted in the speeding up of dynamic FDI in these countries (with respect to both inward and outward FDI). Despite this, V4 countries have already moved to stage three of IDP.
